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As a result of requests from the University Librarian 
and the University Archivist at the University of Connecticut, the 
Advisory Council on Evaluation and Promotion (ACEP) — composed 
entirely of University of Connecticut librarians — considered the 
issue of minimum educa'tional requirements for appointment to or 
promotion within the tJniversity Librarian ranks, with special focuq^ 
on the requirement fbr a Master of Library Science (MLS) degree. This 
report summarizes the results of the Council's actions, covering: (1) 
background material/; (2) a review of the literature concerning 
library education and training; (3) a survey of job advert i sements 
for professional l/ibrarian positions with selected telephone 
follow-up to determine what practices are followed at other 
institutions; (4) the v^ews of the American Library Association 
(ALA); (5) a summary of a Council meeting with the University 
Archivist to discuss the issue; (6) ai summary of written comments on 
the issue by University of Connecticut librarians; and (7) a summary 
of an ACEP general meeting on the issue. Recommendations resulting 
from these actions are also presented, with the m^or recommendation 
stating ithat the MLS requirement should be retained. A 53-item 
bibliography and appendices reproducing related memoranda, letters, 
and meeting agendas concludie the report. (ESR) 
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I. BACKGROUND 

In 1980-81, the University Librarian first requested the Advisory 

Council/ on Evaluation and Promotion (ACEP) to address the Issue of whether 

i;idividuals without a master's degree in library science^ could, for 

specialized positions, be appointed to the University Litjrarian ranks. This 

request was made verbally. The -Council 's subsequent reply was also made 

verbally and relied entirely on the Criteria for Appointment , ^-R^^r^pointment , 

and Promotion (Professional Librar^ians) , which states, "The^minimum edu^ 

cational requirement for appointment to t^e librarian ranks is the completion 

of an accredited graduate program in librarianship or information science." 

I 

The issue resurfaced during the Counpil's 1981-82 term a#^ result of 
a February 26, 1982 memorandum from the University Archiviat to the Uni- 
versity Librarian, a copy of which was sent to the Advisory Council 
(Appendix, A) . In this memorandum, the University Archivist requested that 
"the minimum educational requirement for the rank of University Librarian I 
in Historical Manuscripts & Archives be set' as 'completion of an accredited^ 
graduate program in History, American Studies, or Archival Administration,"* 
The memorandum also contained the request that the Advisory douncil on 
Evaluation and Promot ion^ give the MLS requirement a fujl review, 

4s^a first response to the ^Jnivercjity Archivist's memorandum, several 
members of the Advisory council met v/ith the University . Librarian on 
Mapch 16. 1982 to discuss the memorandum and to aeek clarification of the 
issue of "equivalent'* degre'es and the Council's -ttivolvement in the issue. 
Th%^^ne tangible outcome of the meeting was a commitment on the part ot the\ 



^The master's of library .science degree and its variant designations will v 
hereaftf^/ be referred to as the MLS. . - . 



University Librarian to clarify, in writing, the scope of the issue as he 

viewed it. This clarification came* in a. letter of March 17, 1982 (Appendix B)*. 

3 The basic thrust of this letter is illustrated by the following 

excerpt: - 

Specifically the question is whether or not there are, or may 
be, position^ within t^e University Libraries whose difties and 
responsibilities are such 'that they^are in accord with the 
qualities desired in librarians of all' ranks and those specifi- 
cally delineated for the various ranks, beginning with that of 
University Librarian I, but for which other educational quali- 
fications thight be substituted for the present mirjimum educational . 
requirement of completion of an accredited graduate program in 
librarianship or information science. ' ; 

The letter also posed seven specific questions, most of which relate to 

identifying specific positions or departments in which ah equivalen-t degree 

might be appropriate .or ident^ifyihg th^ "admissible" degrees or specialized 

training to'the exclusion of all others. In addition, ,a question was raiseS . , 

concerning the possibility that the ppol of applicants for certain position^^. 

,might be unduly restricted if an MLS is required in addition to a subject , , 

master's or other specialized training. 

On March 30, 1982, several members of the Advisory Council met with t^e 

Associate Director for Personnel in order to clarify further the issues 

raised by the University Librarian and to discuss- alternative solutions to 

the problems raised his letter of March 17- A considerable portion of 



the meeting was devoted to a discussion of the job classification study that 
the University is currently conducting and the possible bearirig it may have 
on the issue of minimum educational requirements for positions. There was 
al30 some discussion of the American Library Assacial^ion ' s interest in- the 
issue of these requirements. Lastly, the Associate .Director shared with the 
Advioory Council members t:hG resulto of the te lephone . sTirvey she was cdnducting 



cr 



to determine t\yo educational re^juirements of other academic libraries for^ 
.entry level librarian ranks. ^ ■ •; 

By mid-Spring 1982, the' Advisory Council members had not only partici- 
parted in the meetings mentioned above,. but were in the midst of a thorough 
literature search on the issue of .educational qualifications and classi- 
fication of specialists in academic libraries. As the Advisory Council 
read and discussed the available literature, it became increasingly clear 
that the issue of minimum 'educational, requirements and of equivalent degrees 
was an extremely complex and hotly debated .(^e. h'he question then arose' 
whether the Advisory Council — whose main , function it is to review and ma^e 
recommendations regarding promotional, xases--was the proper group to deal 
with the issuers the ^University Archivist and University Librarian had ^ 
raised; might it not be more appropriate and efficient tp establish a 
personnel advisory com^nittee to deal with this issue and perhaps other 
similar issues in th6 future? The Council, after much- discussion , decided 
*to make this quefstion an agenda item at the annual all-librarian ACEP 

*^eeting on April. 13, 1982* (Appendix C ) . At this meeting^. >it was decided by 

... - y, . ■ 

all the librarians present — ;^nd underscored by the University Librarian — -^that 
the Advisory Council pn Evaluation and Promotion had the Jurisdiction to 
de^l with this issue and should do so . 

■ / ■ . 

Since there was insufficient time between the April 13 meeting and 
the 'end of the 1981-^;? ACEP Corm on May '31. 1'^^.? to connidor fully and 
^responsibly the issues raided b^the University Lil^rarlan, the 1981-82 
Council charj^ed the 1962-^13 Council to do r.o , The University Librarian 
was informed of thio aqti/lon on May 1H, 19^2 (iiee Appendix D), At the name 
time, the r}8l-82 Counci'l determined a courne oC idtion to be followed 
durinp; the summer: 1) tho- literature search should he continuecl; 



2) a survey -of Job ^advertise'mentn would be conducted with selected 'telephone 
follow-up to determine what .vpr^act ices other institutions follow in hiring 



.specialists and f itting^ th^em into their persoTJine'l^ structures ; 3) a meeting 

of the Advisory Council* with ^he Univer^fey Archivist would be held in order 

to honor his ^request , for the opportunity to argue the merits of his request; 

written 'comments would be solicited from'all librarians in the University 
' » ■ 

o^^ Conn-ectiCut Libraries to deterinine their- views on altering the minimum 
educational requirement for appointment to the UniversJ.ty Librarian ranks; 
and 5) an'all-librarian nfieeting would be convened during the summer' in 
order to discuss the issue and to allow opportunity for further input by 
librarians. 

^ 

Section II-VII of this report are devoted to summarizing the results 
of the above activities. Section VIII consists of the Advisory Council's 
recommendations and response regarding the issues raised' by the University 
Librarian. 
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II- LITERATURE REVIEW ' • * 

In reviewing the minimum educational requir^^ment for appointment to 
the University Librarian ranks , tho Advisory Council consult'ed literature ^ 
concerning the nature of li brarianship and library positions, training Tor 
librarianship , credentials for beginning librarians, educational advancement 
within an individual's career, the role, of library schools in training 

librarians, and professionalism in librarianship. In addition, the Council 

I ^ 

researched alternative career ladders for non-MLS library employees, training 

for archivists, library-archive relations, the role of specialists in 
academic libraries, and the training of specialists'. 

Much of the literature reflects an unresolved identity problem among 

librarians themselves. The role of librarians within an institution, within 

2 

the profession, and within society is anything but clear. Swan sees 
librarians as educators, engaged in t*eaohing, interpretation of ideas, and 
intellectual relationships with patrons. Toy views librarians as pro- 
fessionals who develop the core of knowledge necessary for the practice of 
a "true" profession; such knowledge is expanded througH research efforts 
of individual librarians, particularly those in academic libraries. Other 
librarians, however (e.>^;.. Nelson), feel that the pursuit of the "chimera" 
of professionalism is fiitile, largely because of the widespread, view that 
♦liljrarianahip is characterized by routt^ne, technical work. finally, tho 
whole question of who wo are and what wo (io is often, as Baylooo notes, 
muddled by a preponderance of individuals who view themselves as "wishy- 
washy" and unable to dol'irio thomnelvon within a ntron/z; vision of the pro- 

\ 

l^cssion of librar iannhip and who manifest a failure of norvn in defending; 
the profession as bnin^ worthwhile. In answer to thon<^ who cicrii/^rato 
Librarianship as nlmpLy a "trade" ((^.r,., rnaacsorn with no illtol lootua I 



.'ioo Bibliography tor comploto citatiotin to tl\lj and fo'llowiuK itomt^. 



content, on"e author (Dollard) proposes that we "burst out of the" alammcr * 
of *self-3acriricing shushing we 've^ been sentenced to," recognize our chosen 
occupation for the valuable and worthwhile activity it is, 3nd corTipen^nate 
its practitioners accordingly."^ ^ 

Amidst such uncertainty and discord in the pro-fession, future librarians 
are trained by library schools which provide a fairly standardized core 
curriculum of knowledge and techniques necessary for all librarians: ^ 
acquisition of library materials, classification of, these materials, 
referenO-e sources, administration of libraries, and history of libraries' 
and library materials. Library schools additionally provide a plethora of 
electiyes relevant to the nany specialties within the profession. The 
question of whether library school training, and hence the MLS, is sufficient 
for all professional librarian positions, or worse, oven relevant to. actual 
tasks or functions of librarians, is central to the, question of educational 
requirements for librarians. 

Those questioning the necessity of an MLS for a librarian's work often 
cite a 1977-78 study entitled Librc^ry Selection Project . T1iis study attempts 
to prov(^ that the MLS as, an absolute requirement for beginning Ubranans is 

. / 

not in accord with iiqual t;;,mp Loymont Opportunity gindolines. Using tunctional 

job analysis as a ^tudy tool, a committee of California librarians and 

.3 

selection specialists Identified thirty-six tasks that ri beginning librarian 

\ 

mur>\. be iblo to perform on "f)ay Ono" of emplnymnnt. Tins :-'1\udy provt^s that, 
the library schools .;ur^veyed adoqual'My train llbrarinrui In [)crform these 



^The professional or/^in i::a t ion rop^-'^s^^r^t in/^ tho library prnfe3sion--tho 
American Library Anrioc 1 a t ion — ha^^. lt:u'lf hof'n c: r i 1 1 c I/, od for failln.cr to 
nor've as an advocate^ for iLtarnrKinn and their coricorrir> (llnp;din). This 
f\iilur(^ lias to Win ont:at) I i nhm^^nt nf tfie National LibJ^'arians As.-.o^:!- 

- at ion, an advocacy >-';roup wor'/iru^ for tlic imprftvornr'nt, of t h(^ cond i t i or^-^ 
01* employment for indlvidu/iL Librarians, whom tticy Mnl Ine as thoa(> 
hoLdtfU^ ttie MLS dcKreo-. ' / 



tnnkG;''tho ntucly conclu.io2 that non-Ml." trninin.-;^ pro^':ran:i and 

^ on-the-Jot) expGrierico provlc^o .nufficien t .bn^Vigrouncl for th'o porforrancc of 
the t*hir-ty-i3lx tasks, 

Keith Cottan. ("Mininum Qualifications and tht^ Law . . report inr 

on the work of ALA '3 Minimum Qualifications for LiDrarians Taak Force, writoa 
that^tho Task' Force recognizee the ML3 as a worthy profo^olonal r^tandarM, 
but recommondG that relevant knowled'gc, Gkllls, and abilitiea por.GCGacd by 
the canaidate be the focal point in the hiring pnoccGn. ,La|^GuitG reported 
In America p. Libraries and commentary el3ew^\ore In the literature sugge.Tt 
that training and experience are more iuatifiable than the MLS alone in 
hiring librarians; while th^ MLo tias been atruck down by some civil 
-^service boards (Ohio) as a nlnimum educatior^l requirement for librarians, 
in other cases {Jacksonville, Florida) it has been upheld as Justifiable 
(American Library -Association, Minimum Qualifications for Librarians . . j . 
Thus far, there has been only one court challenge r'Ogarding an MLS rcquire- 
mer^t In academic institutions, and this case is still pending ("Library 
Lawsuit. ."). One cannot ignore the 'fact , tfiou/.*;!! , that the feder'al 
- p;ov<*rnmt'n t ha;i ro^er^.tly made rerommen i it 10ns to 'Miminaty t fie MLf^ as 'an 
absol-jt(^ r'oqvi 1 r^^mon t for ^nip l o vmfMit a ( >der:i 1 librarian ( "Dowrigrrrd in/-: 
of !'''>deril L i brM r 1 ,'1 n-; ' .Joh'^. [->ar'''d"K 

A movo t.o ro:; t. r"u:; r ij rr position;: and titU'.: t.o r'>fl<?^:t. the actual 
t.a:;k:i [^uM. o r'rn. ) aff'^*^ : p f' > t'vi I ona I . ; f -.tM' "r^ilt ion (M 1 f 1 'm l<5n it. 



MtcMilr.an . . Uid L 1 h^-inv b'ot jon Pj 'u i'l^-'^'- • • pa ra t^'o 1 ona I t 

■ \ 

J ( se'-* Ma^^>'amph<' 1 1 ) , hkI -p^'eiallsts witfun lar/V'' r-r*-vv\r-(:h lihrvariea ( :h>o 
Cot t am ' " fV'o t ,^s>s ion.i 1 p(^e 1 a 1 1 ;;ts in Ao idoju o i. i br um "n" ^ . (.'ota.am . 

k 

I non-fit"' fMnfi loycM m prini.irily idml 11 i ;jt.r.) 1 l ; (K'M ^ \:\ bud;-V'^-. 

(J la'nn In.'', -oriiwr v.i t W)n , |i»M*:^()(iti(M . lao. j I U 1 os , .uid ot.lwM' ■ I .» U s t ; ():>'i t lr>n 

. . ■ / 
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Advoc.iton of ".■iltorf:"U.i v.t" u-f.-r- I rl'!"r:i for \ i: r:\ry ■••/-■onru-l net. 
nr?^*:ite lh:\t ed\ic:iti' t-oy^^rid ori- Mir- 'o!) Ir.Ufiiri^ i:i t\f*c^':\:\Ary for t b.o 
prop'-^r pev^for-iince of 1 i t rMr i .nr.:; ' wor*V. , ^Mit I n r:ri\> I i\\ry do r.ot. i'.i'-r^tify 
procloeiy vnat forr: ihl 'Vjii i om rhntjlj lakf^, t-or do Mi»'y often Idrnllry 
oth'M^ wriy:3 to att.ilri k r'. ow 1 od of HLr.iry wor'V. . On- ] o'j tr.iiriir:-:; in 
nn ony nvonuc lowar*'dn fcccor.lr.f* a '"gCMi librarl'in" ( nof Dan i 1 :i ) . N*owh<;r'^ in 
Daniel 'a" article, h^^wt^ver, Ic it rad».^ clear who will coryJuct th(.^ trairjir^^. 
On the other h^ar..^, .idvocates of rt i ri c ,i 1 1 on rcee^'^'-rr l a nor lea oV contlnuir- 
education work raiop:^ arv:i tO:; tc. ^aa prool of cor.p^'tor./:y throu^'hcat a I it: r'ar* : ' :^ 
earner*. ^!oat cert.l! i cat ion .idvocatrn, h.owovrr* (L^ca.'. , i'ur'r, Ro^.an), a tart 
fron th'- promise that the MLJ the h.i-'c Initial educational requi rer^er^t ; 
aubaequont educalior . .ir,d teotlr:^.-^ arc r, lr.pl y r:;-^thcda of /::;ua iMntoed contlr.ued 
cc/::]pe tervjo In oxi:jt:n^, 1 1 br*a r i a rv^ . Hence, co r* 1 1 f ica t i on for r:cat advocatea 
doea not provide an -i 1 1 '^r 1 1 ve path toward a L 1 bear Ian: di 1 p . 

In terma of tr-ainin^' Gpv^c la 1 i :it:-\, f^iont of th»j Ilt^M-atvire decrlen thi" 
paucity of oppor^ tun i. 1 1 ''.-i within the atarvdaraj pr-ou'r-am for npeoialir.eo 

tra in irif--; . Mualc 1 1 brvir Ian;; y :]r.o Oofr*. , Wclchlein, "Not.*-:: for^ No tea," and 
"Qual if 1 '-at Ion:- .^f ^ f'u-.ir Llt^rariari . . . *' ) dori'- nueh to define- :;p»M^ir"i- 

rally what TUM^a;^ to i>e. le,\i-*r^»>'l .>vor* .uvl Uv^ haaioa t ^uif'.ht in libriry 

act^oc)!. ]\.\rt' hoou ) I brar^ l.>n;> > .^ee M'M'f.wiUVi i\<lu'M t, 1 on f'or i\ar*e i^o^)!-. 
Li bra r' i 1 P ^ loo'// i.o !.hc>;;'" i e-w |.> ro,'* rMr:;i ' ^^o 1 uintj i .i , 'iCLA, h'nlvcralty i[' 

M.aryLindJ whloh nil'-r .Kp.vue '-d trMlnin/-' within tdu- lil)rMi'y -iClKH^l ' 'ut' tM ''al I u:-) . 
r.omr anthiM*:'. ^ MeT f/u v.; , i'r-.\fr ) v;h<^ rn-*' a connret |(ui t^rt\;rr^ri 1 i hr.U'V Hid 
ar*(dilval t rvnnir:-^ 1 "^^l^ t (■> roo{i'MMt, idn h'M.v;<*"n lUMviry '".oli-noe an^j hiatnrv 
dopar*tn:iMd.a in trauun,-' :i r-<\h l v i :d .i . Mnrt ard. Irl'-a driMiu- wltdi the 
training': or' qn^r l j l . .:l .. .idvO(vU.<* '^x t ♦M^d i n>-: IH v\v\' ".ehool faMlnlnt- frfv.i ,)f;/ 
t.o two y«Mr*M; ".ont irw } fit ''r^iiah t [vm mo - th^T huv'!.;~«>n \ r I r^nf'f* an n-;,;ra!a tl 

\ 

fluid ti>r 'nutdi t ra I n t n«-'. . ^ 



III. SUI^VEY OF ADVIinTISEMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL LIBRARIAN 
' POSITIONS WITH RI2SPECT TO MLS REQUIREMENTS 

. During "the summer: of 1982, members of the Advisory Council scanned 
/job advertisements appoaring^J^ a two-month period in College & Research 
Library News , American Libraries , and the Chronicle of Higher Education 
for specialist positions in institutions comparable to the University of 
Connecticut Library. Nine libra/»ies were then contacted t>y telephone to 
determine policies and practices utilized in filli'p^ specialist positions 
as well as general persolinel policies relevant to the MLS reqiiirement . ^ It 
must be noted that many advertisements requiring the MLS "or equivalent" 
turned out to mean the MLS or one of its variant designations (MSIS, MSLS, 
foreign ^ibrary degreeg\ etc.), and not the MLS ££ other non-library 
graduate degrees. Mosi pveople contacted were asked the following questions^, 
or appropriate variants thereof: 

1. Is the MLS required for all librarian and/or specialist ^ 
positionsf , - 

2. Do librarians and/or specialists have faculty status; 
If so, how does such status affect required minimum 
educational qualifications? y 

3. If a specialist were hired without the MLS, into what 
rank or. ranking system would the person be placed? 

Was the pool of applicants responding to the specific job ■ 
advertisement restricted by requiring the MLS or (where 
applicable) other specialized training? , 

Specific situations at some institutions eliminated the need to ask ail of 

the above questions. In other cases, the basic set of questions pre- 

• . ■ ■ X 

cipitated a lengthy discussion of other relevant issues. 

Responses to question 1 — whether the MLS is an absolute requirement 



4 . . 

Kansas State University, Louisiana 3tate University, Northwestern University, 
Seton Hall University, University of Arizona, University of Arkansas, Uni- 
versity of Illinois at Urbaria-Champaign, University of Kansas, and University 
of Virginia, 
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for appointment to the rank of librarian — Were gonorally a qualified yes^; 
some institutions make specific provisions for specialists.. A summary of 
specific responses follows : . ' ' .i .> ^'y, 

; ' 

-rOne library Requires that all librarians have > the* MLS J There were 

« r ' f t 

no exceptions and no furthe^r comments, except to say that the current 
archivist has an MLS; if the archivist did not have the MLS, he/she Would 
theoretically be placed* into an' administrative rank. 

— One library hired a pei?son with an .MLS (having advertised that the 

• ; . . ' 

^ MLS was required) for a -subject specialist position. It was felt, that the 

/ 

MLS was essenti^due to'^'^the emphasis placed on reference service in the 
position. The respondent commented further that only programmer positions 

" / . 

currently did not require the MLS, but that dne programmer does have the 

'MLS an(^ most likely, all future iDrogramnfiers will be required to havp' the 

MLS. Additionally, the archivist has an MLS, which 'was a requireiHi^nt at 

« / 
the time of hiring. . / 

— One library requiring the MLS for appointment into the/'faculty rank 

automatically rejects applicants without the MLS or with a rion-ALA accredited 

degree. Specialty positions not requiring the M^S do ex^st, but appointees 

• yare placed in administrative ranks. ,/ 

— Another library »s faculty handbook places all/MLS holders into 

' ' r 

librarian ranks, but identifies certain specialis t^positions which allowi 

/ 

background other than the WIZ (e.g., automation^/ subject specialties, and 

,. /-* /' 
archives). The faculty system devising these^^exceptions is new enough 

/ 

that no specialists have as yet been hired ^(ibsequent to the creation of 
the written guidelines. It was 'assumed by the respondent that such people 
will be granted faculty status, but in 7m administrative rank. 

— One library requires the MLC for \^11 librarian positions . But, 
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hiatory waa - doemod *mo3t important for archival poaitiono. Therefore, an • 
archiviat without the MLS was hired for the advertised* position , but waa 
placed An an administrative rank. 

V — ^One ilbrary;:,,requires the MLS for librarian rank .only because the state's 
certification requirements mandate the MLS. The library'^ personnel director 
would prefer not to have the MLS required. ' . ^ 

— One library does not require the MLS in all cases. But, due to the 
controversial nature of %attempt3 to establish absolute guidelines, this 
library has created a committee on appointment criteria i:o review and approve 
requirements for evepy advertised position on a case-by-case basis. With each 
opening it is determined, at the beginnipg of the search process, whether .the 
M^hS is required or whether other educational qualifications are. more relevant. 
Theoretically, this system allows for the appointment of non-MLS professionals 
intq the librarian ranks. In actual practice, however; it was stated that 
few exceptions to the MLS requirement are ever made; these exemptions are 
archival positions and temporary, grant-funded positions. 

— One library advertising for a curator in the Archives Department re- 
quired the MLS and /or a graduates degree in history. Archives is the only 
department in which professional librarians (v,'ith title and rank) are -not 
required to have the flLS'. No ^objection has been raised by other ITbrarians 

because, according to the respondent, the librarians recognize the difference ' 

■•^ ■ ■ ■ . 

in the nature of archival work. 

In response to questions 2 and 3 — faculty status and rank — the 
respondents indicated that most librarians within their institutions have 
faculty status. The difference between "rank'* and "status,'^ however, is riot 
always clearly defined. Some libraries grant faculty status only to 
individuals with the MLS. Of these, some require the MLS for both librarian 



^and apeclalint ponltioni5 within tho library, Othoro will hiro apoGialiota 



into tho ayotom, but rprik 'theni aif^^a^^^ without faculty . a ta'tua • 

Still othera-'diatinguiah between librariann (with tho MLS) and admlniatratl^yo 

» * ■ . •. 

spoclaliats (without the MLS), but grant faculty atatua to both. How 

•faculty status, then, affects 'the MLS requirement ia not always clear. 

With regard to question 4 — jDool of applicants — not all respondents in- 

'4 ■ ■ - 

dicated whether they felt that the pool of applicants was restricted in 
filling the advertised position by requiring specific educational background. 
Of those who did respond, some specific cases are worth noting: 

— One respondent, advertising for a slide librarian, felt that the pool 
was much restricted by requiring the MLS; the library hired a candidate with 
^o previous 3lide library experience. 

— Another respondent agreed that the pool is always amall, but attributes 
this primarily to low salaries paid at the .particular institution.' " The "MLS is 
required, but the small po©l is not seen as being the result of the MLS re- 
quirement. 

« 

— One respondent agreed that the pool of applicants for a computer posi- 
tion was limited, but felt that the MLS was crucial^, havjLng had previous bad 
experience with non-MLS computer people. 

— Another respondent felt that the currents limited pool of computer 
people with the MLS is temporary; as automation develcfps , - more and more 
information scientists will possess both computer training and the^MLS, and, 
concurrently, more and more library automation-^posi tions will recfuire the MLS. 

To summarize the telephone survey, of all nine libraries contacted, not 
all responded to all questions. One must also bear in^' mind that the Advisory 
Council did not intend the telephone survey to be a formal, comprehensive 
study; rather, the survey was conducted in order to give the Council a general 



foollnfl for th<r oxporloncon of other largo acaclomlc librarioo whi6h have 
rccontly conotdcrod the mart tor oT npoclalj-o to . ncapoj^ooo to tho quontiona 
indicato that moot librarJ<e)) atill reqifiro tho 'MLS for appointment an a 
librarian/ For oome llbrarL'ob, faculty otatuo guidolineo ddtorm^ne minimum 
educational quali^^icationo . For one, otatc oertification ijequircmento deter- 
mine minimum educational qualifications. Some jnotitutiono requiring the MLS 
for ali librarian pooitiohn otill maii^tain non-MLS librariano, but under^ 
grandfather clauses only. There are institutions which make exceptions to the 
MLS requirement for librarian rank or faculty status only for specialized 
positions — usually in archives. Any other exceptions to the MLS requirement 
usually^ijoccur at very large institutions with specialized collections ^and 
needs. Most respondents did indicate that a hard decision ojn library? 
specialists is a fairly recent phenomenon. Some are happy with the solutions 
devised; others are not. 



IV. THK ISSUK AS ADDll.KI^^KD HY TIIK AMKHICAN LinHAHY ArKSOCIATTON 

'Tho American Library AMMOciati.on OMtablinhed a Minimum Qualif .1 oatlona for 
Mbrarlann Taok Korco In 1970.* Ifca charge! In bo ntudy tho f:ompotoneion nrtodod 
for^cintry Icvol profonnional pooitlona; poooibio altornatlva routca (othor than 
form^jl education) to profoaoional pooitiono; and the Impact of Equal Kmployment 

Oppor^tunity laws on the MLS (or ito v4t?!^ant deaignationh ) aa a minimum edu- ^ 

ft ' 

cational requirement for librarian poaitiono. 

The Taok Force hao produced a fact ohedt ^enti tied "Minimum Qualif icationa 
for Llbrariana: What are the laauea?" (aee Bibliography) which offers advice 
to lib',r.arie3 facing the issue of minimum requirements. As the authors of this 

publicition observe, "ALA policy presently^ 3tatea that a Masted'' s degree 

\ r 
(i.e., '^the MLS or its variant designations) Is the b^sic requirement for 

librarian positions." Furthermore, "until examinations are identified that are 

valid ai\d reliable tests of equivalent qualifications, the academic degree 

(or evidence of years *of academic work completed) is recommended as the single 

best means for -determining that an applicant has the background recommended." 

As the authors note, however. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC) guidelines may ^'fVect the use of the MLS requirement in the hiring 
process. Further, there have been several* cases which challenge the MLS re- 
quirement • In some, auch as the March 1979 case brought before the Jacksonville 
Florida Civil Service Board Classification^ Committee, the MLS has been upheld 
as a minimum requirement for librarian employment. In others, such as the 
classification system adopted by the Ohio Civil Service Commission, the MLS 
has, been dropped as a minimum requirement. 

While the Task Force ia still exploring the issue of minimum employment 
qualifications, it does make specific recommendations for the interim. 



is 



•ipoolrloally , It rocommonMn that "Mob^ctlon pi'oooitnron ho oaNifully val Mapnl ^ 
to nnnur'o that thn appl loantM poMrn^an tho ntsaiuMaary compntoncli^M . Hooauat)^ 
pr^foaalonal valitlatlon Ja a highly toohiUcal , oxpttiialvo atui 'tliiuj-coaaujnU^p; , 
procotlura, altornatlvn qualKMcatlonM ahoul(l,|not bu ontabl I'ahod arbitrarily ^ 



1 



or haatily.. 

Although the work of tho Taok Forco focuaoa primarily on the laauo of 
whothor the MLS as a minimum roquircmont fpr employment can Juotifiably with- 
atand tho challenge of Job seokero with nkilla acquiroil in waya other than 
cournework or degreea, it ia noncthelonn f'rolovant to tho iaauo oV MLS 
equivalency at the Univoroity of Connc'ctidi^^^^l^^rr^ When the MLS itaelf 

haa not been formally validated, it would iAaeod seem raah to install locally 
a series of additional degrees (to the exclusion of others ) which would also 
be unvalidated at this time, 

Eleanor Holmes Norton, former chair of the Equal Employment Opportunity ' 

Commission, addressed this issue of validation at the annual American Library 

' ' " ' t '^ 

Association meeting in Philadelphia in 1982. The^ Office for Library Personnel ; v'^^/v 

Resources Advisory, Committee sponsored a program entitled "Just What Does a J 

Librarian Do? Techniques for Raising Awareness," which was clevoted to the 

issues of minimum qualifications and comparable pay, Ms. Holmes pointed out 

that under the EEOC Uniform Guidelines, an employer must show that degree re- 

quirements are Job-related and that a single definitive court suit could 

dismember cr^entialism for the MLS degree' unless the profession takes steps 

to validate the degree. She stressed that this did not mean ah abandonment of 

professional standards and that standards which have been validated will not be^ 

dismissed by the courts. She emphasized that alternative routes to the 

profession Ghould be established, validated, and evaluated, but that such , 

routes for librarians have not yet been established and that such validation 
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Regarding the iosue of vaiidationi the US Department of Education has engaged 
Kin^; Research, Inc* *'to determine the present and future competencies needed 
by library and information science professionals and to examine the education 
needed to achieve those capabilities . *^ King Research is to "establish a 
planning process to Identify , define , describe , and validate library compe- 
tencies,' and design and implement appropriate- curricula . " ( American 
Libraries 13 (December 1982): 673), 



V. nUMMAUY 01' Tin: HKKTINC WITH Till: UN 1 VKKJ; I TY Aiiciiivjr/r 

In rrMpon.Mt? t.o On 1 v^n'm 1 t.\f Art^hl v Int. ninmurjuviuni ()f I'nbtMiiu'y .'^6, dH:' 
(/V|)pfMvl4 X A), t.ht* AtivlMory (*ouncll nrnt with Uk.^ ArchlvL-^it nti .July .'1, 
.The} frKidtliiK coom t :i t.^ii oV n t)rl»?(' j)r'fiMt'nt:ati onM)y Ihn lln 1 vn-.M I ty Arcbilvifit which 
fonuM<!<| on hlM clejMlrf' to «^l.linlnato tlu? Ml-': .^im tht? minimum t'duoatlonal rtM]!?^ ro- 
mont Tor Librarian I in IliMtorinal Mannnor^i ptr; \ Ar^^^hlvi'M and to rjubatituto 
innbnad a >.':raduato (lr/j;r<30 in hintory, Amorican atujiloa, or archival administra- 
tion; hlri pronontatlon wa:i followoti by a It^ngthy quoatlon and annwor period. 

In hi.M prorurnta tion , tho UnivorMity Archivist rolled on.hla February 26 
memorandum to repronent the major rcanonn why ho feola the above changen should' 
tao made. In addition, ho noted one event ninco February which, in hi:i view, 
ntren^thena the Juritif icatiori for hi:j rcquent- Undor the University of 
Connecticut Profe3nional^Employco'o Anoociation (UCPHA) contract for July 1, 1982- 
June 30i 1985, all promotions for members of the bargaining unit will be accom- 
panied by a minimum raise of $250, Since the University Archivist is a University 
Library Specialist and* since there are no ranks in this category, he cannot be 
promoted and hence cannot receive a promotional raise; likewise, sirjce another 
professional in Historical Manuscripts & Archives was hired as a University 
Library Assistant (ULA) III and since ULA III is the top rank for the ULA 
category, she could not be promoted and hence could not receive a promotional 
raise. 

The University Archivist then focused on a question which he feels is 
basic to the issue o^ accepting other graduate degrees as equivalent to the 
MLS: IrJhat constitutes professional status or professional qualifications in 
a particular field? In library science, it is clearly the MLS degree; in the 
archival profession, the answer is less easily defined. Traditionally^ - 
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fU'^'tl i V I ri li.iVfi (jMlil t hfi l»iiituiM;»n IriHtri, \\\ I Ik? l:t.'>t tunnly <n tliil'ty 

pi' i mar i I V b'^t^aurm art-'h I v«iri lutvn o[ t nn tiut. \\^\\ nxi- luri l I y --tinr}!! t^i^tl l.n 
library nynt.tMiri , I'urrfMit.ly, t.hr »tr»*hival prtUf-^MM i hm in movttju; la yrtt a t.hirtt 
tllrin^tion I'or t.ra 1 n i tiK~"~ar(th i va I f*«lu(*at,li)n proKram^i, whlrh at't'orM K^'^at.^M* 
miton«>niy fron boMj hl.Mt.ory arul 1 Ihr'-try rn: i mcr? .illKr, Tht* llnl vt-ral i.y Archi- 
vist ft^nlM, hoWr!VrM\ tliat MoHtl I )a k f-'.r ouiul , trainlnKi aiul r^xpttr i f^MOt^ In 
lii.M torMr.a I r*«?:uMrcli ritill eoiuitittitf^ tiM:it»nt-la L routr for* ar'chival Lr'ainlnK- 

In ;?plto of thn I'act that tiu; UnivtM'aity Archivist :uu-:i *u'chlval work *,ia 
ilifr<*r'ont fr'om lihiMr'y ncionco and .'u»t».'i tht? Oihicatlon and training Toi* th«^ 
two prol'o^nionn an dKfor'^nt, ho ntatt^l In hia prf?nentation tluit bticaiiMo of 
mutual inati tutional connnctionn, archlvlat.'^ abould. bo rt^coKnlr.cid a.M htiinK in 
many oth^*r rfjapocta thn fiamc aa librarlarui. An<l, w[H»n it ^)t;cotnf!n an irinuo of 
ntatun within ^tho library ayntcn^ thn two profonniona nhould bo treated an 
equal* The arcliiviat continued by atatinp; that u3C of the Univor.oi ty Librar'y 
Specialint categor^y for archivintn in akitvto netting up an "other" category, 
which, while being a profeoDional category, |in inherently not equal to the 
"main," i.e., Univei'oity Librarian, catec;ory. Uno of the University Library 
A3oi3tant III rank for archiviota io aloo unnat iofactory ; not^only io it a 
dead end ao far as promotiono are concerned, but ULAo, in practice, arc not 
conaidered fully profcaaional in the Game way that University Librarians or 
Univeroity Library :'peciai ir>t3 are. 

After thfj University Archiviot'n preoen tat ion , a wide-ranging quention 
and anower period took place. Fr^m the fl iacurjoion , the reaaona for the 
University Archivist's propooai to change the educatibnai requirements for 
University Librarian I in flistoricai Manuscripts Archives became clearer, 
flis concern I'ocused less on his own status as a University Library ^^peciaiist 



t ItaU UM f nt.'ttun nixr. of c -ip I . » y c- o l :i rj :% tUA 111. A! t hf^ \\.\n tlilo 

f^tijp I »iy no \/.ifi .h I r c'..1 In II l .i! i 1 r a I ' '..uju -s*!* 1 1» t i \ A^^l^lv^^^, only t:n!r5*v*t*y »»|-ctn 

\ 

!o hnr' U;»i Min! itf" Hn 1 v r; r r> M. y l,U I'ary A-^^intanf ^ ninr: hifiM* 1 n^ ! Tf-nl ? Min 
t?nlvr?rUty L IIum r J .UJ r.uU.n rn'|UJrf-;i .ui Ml.', tlrifinn ;ni't aViyuln! .'nf-!J^ n.r. 

t.lionn pij --..inn :t I n.i' I'llI*, "I hf - Uru\y \\\vc-. \ n;::;! 1 tiync^ !:;ot. nr:t|!inr of Vhr^f^ 

rjvUiiMt.luti.il t^f'iu 1 rrrMr!nt..-i but. pOMr^o.-i.^r^^l , iMt hr-!r, :t f.n r * -I ^l^^j^nr-. ii\ A" <^iM vnn 

.lttJ<llr!.-l ;uul out" iin'i^.l Im 1 f yf.tr.'i of ;ir'*hlV.il nxpn!* 1 rMW'r: , Ihu"^, Mm r'.lllk K)t 

■ \ ' 

(Jnlv^r.ilty I,H)iMry ArtMintaii^ III w;i"i u.-ir-'l for Mio jfo-^nion, A^VUm tin I vnt^;;» H.y 

It l.M po:!nlK>lft t.hf'rn Lo attain, f?:^ jMu: 1 .i I I y for .in mtry 1<'V<?1 ;\o.-i 1 1 i on . 

Tiif MitiMttor^ nr"ie:':o'l all tho r.orr^ »wi.iu:it to thr Un i Vi*r.'i 1 ty Arcli 1 v L.*^ t ^.^iveu 
the f\ict that thr nocond clioicr carvUilat<^ f'or th^* po.-iitlon woul-t, 
h.M tho MI,:;, have* Iwrn hlr'o.i a Unlvomity l.ibrari^ui I or ll--a ratV»v 
oattinnibly carrying rnortr ntatua than that of llnlvornlty Library AnnlntAut III. 
In tho University Archivist * ri view, ti^e f'l-nal irijuntico ocou^r<^i wh'Mi th** 
r^owly appointed Prenervation Officer wan ^iven tht* rarik- of Univer-nity L.itr\ary 
::pociaIi:3t . Tho nii^ni I'icnncc of thin in that, for the flrnt tirr.e, the 
UiSivernity Library opecialiat catt^^.or'y wan uned for- norneoM"" without tho i'hD. 
Thun, a nolution that wa?> un:\vailablo for tht^ arcniven po:*.iti,on wan, neveral 
r^onthn later, jwailablti in another 0;i3e/ Clhin particular aituation ban 
nit)Ce*beon chan^^,ed ; tlie^ULA IIT wan recently up>-:rMded to a UniverrUty Library 
I^pccia Lin 1 1 . 

The Mnivf!rnity Arehivlat aino identified neveral more p;eneral ooncernn 
. e^ardir^^ tho une of neparatc rankn for archivintn and ibrariann . Ferhapn 
central to hin arr.ur.ent that the educational r-equirer.ent for the Univernity 
Librarian rankn be f-.odified in the innue of pereoption — r>peei f ioali v , :-eco.:ni- 
tion and Jtatua. in hin view archi vintc are 3cen by librariann .m different 
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t ii !hn 1 i \ ' I i I r ' ; - f i WMf-lti ^r.r r < i ! f n 1 ' / ^^f t \ I .1 . ft . ' » I !. 

will. In Tf-Moi^ VIII. It -iht^v:M ! <• rv'^cl, r:->wrvf.r, th.it wMir- 

thr* Uni vf^f-r^lt^y Ar:htv!:^t. -ly n^*r^ r^' ;u 1 rr-'-f-r^ ^ \;n*':ly r?^"^ ^r' 1 ^ 1 1 vr* . 

:\ I n t^. a ' 1 hint o v i ^ .1 1 r ^ i f • - u* - n f - >. p :* I ^* r, ;\ n 1 / ^ r i v : 1 v .\ 1 t r :\ I n I r. ^ . I n t a z * . 



vatr: 



polioy thnt. :m v.»ry 1 i v*^ with " m' -.nl:^ J.m u-f-^-'-f^t . " ^ 
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In addition to the problem areaia^ outlined Vbpve , respondents also 
. identified two factors which might make any alteration in the present abaolute 

\1 

requirement of an MLS undesirable for the present .time. First, several 
respondents mentioned the job classification study that is currjsntly being' 
conducted by the University; until the results of .this study* are known, any 

radical change in educational reguirements for specific ranks would be "pre- 

■■ ■>■' ■ 

cipitous. Secondly, at a time when the entire library> profession is. engaged 
» 

in. the issue of educational requirements for librarianship, it seems unwise 
for libraries to coAfuse the issue further with a '"^series of separate local • 
decisions leading to yet more diverse standards. . ; ^ 

Some respondents acknowledged that there could be. advantages to eliminat- 
ing the present absolute requirement of an MLS for appointment as a University 
Librarian. Elimination of the requirement might make it easier to meet Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission guidelines, would provide administrative 
flexibility in making appointments, and would open up the career ladder for 
non-MLjS. professionals in the Library. The same respondents who noted these 



advantages,' however , felt that they were not sufficient reasons for dropping 
the MLS as a minimum requirement. A frequently mentioned solution to the 
specific problem of a lack of a career ladder for non-MLS specialists was to 
endow the University Library Specialist category with ranks similar to those 
used for University Librarians. This would promote not only a sense of ad- 
vancement in rank through promotions but would also mean that Library Special- 

ists would b^ eligible for promotional raises as stipulated by the University 

\ ■ / 
of Cqnnecticut Professional Employees Association contract for 1,982-1985. 
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VII. SUMMARY OF THE ALL-LIBRARIAN MEETING 

On Auguat 25, 1982, the Advisory Council held an all-librarian meeting 

^' ' . • ^ ■ 

in order to describe its progress with the MLS equivalency issue and to pro- 
vide an additional opportunity for librarians to offer their comments on the, 
issue. The commentary ACEP 'received was wide-ranging and generally supported 
the viewpoints expressed in the written co|jpient'ary . Notably, t^here^were. 
. several librarians at the meeting who had attained their MLS degree — in some 
cases with reservations — while working at the University of Connecticut Lib- 
rary. Invariably, they statfed that the coursework towards the MLS provided 
them with a comprehen^iive knowledge of library operations that they could not 
have obtained through their jobs'alone^ A listing of additional points which 
were raised follows. 

Further problem areas for consideration : 

' 1 . An additional precipitating factor for the issue of equivalent 
degrees at the University of Connecticut Libraries is the fact that many 
personnel decisions have been based on the educational background and 
qualifications of individuals , rather than according to the requirements of 
the. position • ^ 

2. The issue of minimum educational qualifications for University . 
Librarians at the University of Connecticut has surfaced largely because of . 
the vagueness surrounding the University Library Specialist category. ^Several 
librarians urged that the University Librstrian develop written guidelines for 
the use of the Library Specialist designation. (The University Librarian drew 
up a brief memo on September 8, 1982 .outlining criteria for appointment to 
University Library Specialist positions; see Appendix G). . ^ 

3. While it is true that those in the University Library Specialist cate 
gory are indeed denied the opportunity for promotion and for promotional 



raises mandatod by the 1982-85 UCPEA contract, many University Library Asoiotants 
find themselves in a similar situation, in that the career ladder for this cate- 
gory is very short (i.e., only three ranks )• Further., some librarians at ^ 
the meeting felt that t^e issue of promotional salary increments was not a , * 
legitimate reason for changing the criteria for appointment to University 
Librarian ranks arjd that the salary problems of those now in the University 
Library Specialist rank should be dealt with in a different manner. 

4. Broadening the minimum educational -requirements for the librarian 
ranks out of fear of discrimination challenges is, inappropriate and may'^^sult 
in criteria that are actually less defensible ttifen tt:(^ ^ by which we now 
operate. If we were to broaden the minimum educational requirement to several 
degrees and/or specialized fer^aining, we would open ourselves to challenges by 
still other, subject specialists and would be hard pressed to explain what ^ 
background is necessary in order to function as a librarian. . 

Other options for solution of problems relating to the University Library 
Specialist category offered by the librarians present : . 

1. Adopt a two-track system such as that at the New York Public Library. 
, Equal pay. and equal status would result for MLS and non-MLS professionals, 

but they would occupy two separate career tracks. 

2. Place those now in the University Library Specialist rank in the 
r^nks of University Staff Professional I-VI, since this would provide a career 
ladder. The University Librarian verified -that thiS is indeed an option but 
that it had not been explored yet. 

3. Retain the University Library Specialist category but modify it by 

the addition of ranks so that promotions would be possible in^ title and in salary 

4. Open the University Librarian peer review process, as governed by the 
Criteria^ for Appointment and Promotion , to the University Library Specialists, 
but refrain from actually placing them in the University Librarian ranks. This 
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ouggootion gonoratod much dioouaoion with regard to.tho ability of librarians 
to ovtiluate apocialiota. 

5. Refrain from making any changeo that would affect the Library 
Spocialiata until tho reaults of the University's job claaaif ication study 
are unveiled, since the study^ itself may result in the provision of career 
.ladders for those currently without them.- (It may, of course, result in even' 

broader changes). 

o ' ' 

Problems and trends in the profession : 

1 . Specialist categories have arisen in libraries because library 

schools have not provided training for certain specialized library positions.^ 
« 

Library schools should be made aware that they are not doing their job 
adequately.' , ^ 

2. Some library schools (UCLA, University of Chicago ) ..are developing 

I. / . . ■ ^' 

goals, with Council on Library Resources support, to establish t?;aining 

programs for specialized research library positions. 

3- The American Library Association has set up the Minimum Qualifica- 
tions for Librarians Task Force to explore the issue of minimum educational 
requirements. Again, several librarians urged that it would be wise to wait 
for the results of the Task Force's work before acting at the local level. 

Procedures for further work on the issue : 

1. The results of the Advisory Council's inquiry into the issue of mini-- 
mum educational requirements for librarian positions and its resulting 
recommendations will not only be relayed to the University Librarian, but will 
be made available to the Library staff. 

2. If the Advisory Council advocates any changes, or amendments to the 

present educational requirements for University Librarians, these proposed 
i 

-changes must be voted on by the University Librarians and, to be approved, must 
be endorsed by the majority of the librarians votin^r,, is per the criteria. 



I 



VIII. 'RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 



A, Rocommondablona 

1 . Tho Advioory Council" on Evaluation and Promotion recomrrvondo that the 
present absolute requirement of an MLS degree as a criterion for appointment 



2. The Advisory Council on Evaluation and Promotion recognizes that 
there may be > now or in the future, positions and departments within the 
Library in which the duties and responsibilities of University Library 
Specialists are similar to those of University Librarian^. The Council con- 
cludes, however, that the MLS is a necessary educational requirement for appoint- 
ment as a University Librarian and that an advanced subject degree or special- ' 
ized training is not an acceptable substitute for appointment to that rank. 

3. The Advisory Council on Evaluation and Promotion concludes that the 
pool of . applicants , for certain specialized positions will not be unduly 
restricted by requiring the MLS in addition to a subject master's or special- 
ized training. Further, for these positions the Council believes that 
requiring the MLS in addition to a subject master's or specialized training 
can only benefit the quality of service rendered to the Library and recommends 
to the Library Administration that it fill present or anticipated specialist 
vacancies with candidates possessing such credentials. 

4. The Advisory Council on Evaluation and Promotion recommends that the 
Library Administration cease using the University Library Specialist classifi- 
cation on an ad hoc basis and formulate detailed and Justifiable guidelines 
for appointment to that rank. 

B\ Narrative ^ 

Tn reaching its recommendations, the Advisory Council has considered the ^ 
following points: 



to or promotion within the University Librarian ranks be retained. 
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— Tho npociflo inaiio of MLr» oqulvaloiioy at tho 
Unlv<*rvj|.ty of Connecticut hn« arlMon bocrtUn« of 
tho^ uijo of tho Unlvornity Library SnoclQlint 
category oh an ad hoc baaifi, renult^.ng in 
certain Incqultioo* \ 

Thood^inoquitieo include, flrnt, the inconoiatent and oomotimea unfair 

use of the Univoralty Library Specialiot category. As noted. in Section V, not 

only have the "criteria'* for inclusion in the Library Specialiot rank changed 

oeemingly at whim— indeed , they did not exist in writing until Soptombor 8, 

1982 — but there has been one inotance in which one employee (tho Preservation 

Officer) was placed in that ranl^ while another employee (aji archiyiat) with 

comparable educational credentials was excluded. Although this particular 

instance of inequity has since been remedied,, the fact remains that such ad 

hoc arrangements frequently result in inconsistency and inequity. 

^ The second inequity resulting from the present structure of the University 

Library Specialist rank is the unavailability to Library Specialists of the 

I 

W . same or a similar career ladder available to those within th^ University' 

Librarian ranks. Pre^ously, this inequity was reflected in title only; now, 

■ however, it is reflected in a lack of access to the promotional raises provided 

under the University of Connecticut Professional Employees Association 1982- 

« 

1985 contract. Clearly, this issue must be addressed by the \ibrary Administration, 

The use of the University Library Specialist category on an ad hoc basis . 

has resulted, in a third inequi^yji^ a perceived isolation by some occupying this 

rank from the University Librarians and the Library. This, it must be stressed, 

is a perception. Further, whether it would exist were the Library Specialist 

rank used in a more consisteYit, Just^jMfed, and positive manner is obviously 

y^t to be determined. 

— To alter"* minimum educational requirement for. 
appointme|it to, the University Librarian ranks in* 
order to 'identify certain positions and/or depart- 
^ ments in which certain subject ilegrees and/or 

^ specialized training would be accepted in lieu of 
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tho ml:; would wroaU havoc with a wnll-funntlonlnK 
ayntom. 

At tho Unlvornity oV ConnootlGut Lihrary, thu ovolutlon of tht5 oritorla 
for appointmont to--anci proinotion within— th« librarian ranka hau taken pVco ' 
ovor n long porlod of tim(?. It han ronuft^d in an or(|orly, woll-dofined 
procoduro. It io a nyntem in which thoao involved know what la oxpootod oi\ 

thorn. Putting ouch a poroonhol ayatom in placo lo alwayo a difficult matter; 

I 

to impooo order upon past policioa and ' practices inovitably roaulta in 

inoquitiea for aomo, .which diminiah with time. To tamper with ouch a nyatom 

will lead to renewed inequitiea and to another long period of uncertainty; 

— If one were to accept equivalent experience and/or 
specialized training for non-MLS speciall/sts to be 
appointed to the. University Librarian ranks, greater 
inequitiea than now exist would result. 

Under the present system, .University Librarians are not given employment 

and rank status credit for their pre-professional library experience or other ' 

relevant experience. However, under the proposal to change the present 

criteria, non-MLS holders would be given exactly that — credit for their 

equivalent experience— in order to attain the University Librarian ranks. If 

this proposed change were instituted, all those in the present University 

Librarian ranks would have to be reevaluated to consider the pre-professional 

or equivalent experience they had at the time of 'appointment.|\ Otherwise, thfe 

majority — if not all — of those librarians with the MLS would be in inequitatJle 

situations vis-a-vis tho%e appointed to the University Librarian ranks without 

the MLS. 

—By its very nature, the MLS provides its holder with 
a requisite overview of library operations that 
other specialized degrees or training cannot. 



The MI|S .gives its holder an overview of all library operations, not 
just of the specialized a^^ea in which someone may hold* an advanced degree or 
specialized training. This overview may, indeed, not be necessary for some 
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pofiltlonn, hwt In otlior ponltlonM i t In e?:iM<^ntlal .K- » »yf»t»jmM ) It) ordnr 
to porform compottintly thtj dutloM r«qulr«fl of th/) pdnitlon, Tlio MI.J), tliouRli 



varying in quality iuu\ ttvilniriK accordliiH to tlin conrorr^lDK itifitltutlon, 



doofl provide aU Imldorrj with an ovorvlow of all librai*y oporationn and a 
common baao of knowlodgo and oxportiar) amongot oo-workora, ^ 



—Any dociaion the Univornity *^of Connecticut Library 
might make to hire a non-MLS holder ao a Univeraiby 
Librarian will, in oaaence, be' an ad hoc dociaion. 



.Tho Univoraity of Connecticut Library hao a paot practice of making 
ad hoc deciaiona relative to appointment to Univoroity Library Specialint 



ment to the University Librarian fanko, the "Library should wait to see whether 
the American Library A'ssociation defines alternative career routes to 
librarianship . The issr|G^ of minimufn qualifications and equivalencies depends 
on establishing viable and verifiable alternative career routes to those 
positions to which the MLS route normally leads. No such definitive alterna^ 
tive career routes have yet been established within the library profession. 
While it is true that disparities regarding minimum qualifications now exist 
from library to library, those institutions allowing the most latitude are 
those few institutions with unique and diversified collections, such as 
Harvard, Yale, Columbia, etc. The University of Connecticut is not in that 
category, and the solutions to the personnel issue at hand should not be sought 
in the policies and practices of larger — indeed unique — institutions.* 




— The MLS degree is evidence of an individual's commit- 
ment to the profession of librarianship and is still, 
in most institutiona , necessary for the practice of 
librarianship. 



Experience alone is frequently not transferable from one* situation to 



another, i.e., from one position to another within a particular library or \ 



from one library to another library. 
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mtnitlnK oV thoM<i who worktnl at thn l)nlVMr»H.y of ConnniM^icMit Mlirary t)nr'oi'ti 

oOtaiiviMK th« Ml.:; and tlui ilirr^M'tint ptu-npnt^tlvti tlitiy brouKht. to thnlr Job.n 

aftnr thoy reMirlvtid tlu^ Ml».'» ahoiiM t)ri tinptM-iiaUy notti<t, Kiirthor> lb in not 

fair to oonff^r tlui rank of librarian upon th<vnon-Mb:i hoidnr who will not btj 

ablo to tranMf(ir that rank to anotbor lihr'ary wblcb dnmanda tbo MI.S <l<v.rtjtu 

— AlthoiiKb tbo profonMlonal litoraturo of llbrarlah- 
nhip in ropl'otn witb oritlciym of th<i Mt.fi and itn 
rolovanco to profoanlonal library work, thin 
litoraturo offora fow woll-roaaonod , viable^, and 
dofcnaibl<3 altot^nativca for tho oducation of 
librariana . » - 

It la evident In the diacuaaiona of profenalonaliam that iibrariana 
have, in many inotancca, rclinquiahod thoir right of oolf-dotermination and 
have allowed others to define their taaka aa purely technical oxorciaea, 
able to be performed by anyone with a small amount of technical training and 
an introduction to library oourcoa, Tho intellectual content of a librarian'a 
responaibilitiea , the body of knowledge and background of libraries and 
library science as taught in library school, and the accompanying exposure 
to theory and debate of library problems have frequently* been buried in a 
literature which denigrates the rolcPof librarians, yet which offers few 
alternatives to library school training,. It is this^ lack of suggested 
alternatives which severely limits tho usefulness of the criticisms contained 
in ' the professional literature. ^ 

Some critics oC the MLS have relied heavily on Equal Employment 
Opportunity guidelines, decisions by several civil service boards, and 
various studies — especially the Library Selection Project — as evidence for 
their belief that the MLS cannot and should not be retained as a necessary 
educational requirement for librarianship • Most disturbing is the fact that 
these critics seem, withotit careful reasoning, to conclude that, the MLS 



1^ UdoartHarlly valiil. .'Ujpf^ly It woultl mv^ pro.iuor.lvrt to dxamlna thft ML:i 

CHr«fully rtiul to Mtl*r5n^';thnU or Vrtlltliitn if WhtH'ct lioi^rrtMrtry. :inCt>llil I y , Wlllk 

rof?artl to tl^rt i A bi'^vy 1 1 r* \ n c. 1 1 o ^lil^^J^^'t, nrlMnn nrtim Id f'o^un on rnr't^Un 
ftttotlonf! of t\\ti ntuay in ot'<lnf to holntnr thtili* fti'KUinc^ritn fiK^^in.it th^ 
wlijlo iKHorlnK otiini' nrntlom wlilcli mlKlit Uriitnrini tin tlinnn i^r'Ktininritn . 
The?JO critiCM alno fall lu qunntlon tha iuuifsrlylriK notion.^ of tli« rtttuly, Itn 
faulty rfaaonln^i tlu? llmltt^tl particii^ation, InconclUMlvt? r'rt,i[)on.MrM , atul 
pmJMlbln mifllnterpretatlon of fG(idral timployiiuint in^M . 

Tht? Aclvlnory Couticll In awarn that Jt.i r't^ooinnirtulat lonn t'Uti count<^r to 
tho current tr<jncl ii\ library litcratur'o. Tljo Counoll found, howr*vor, a 
oignificant lack of aubntanco iti tho literature on the r^ubject of minimum 
oducational requirements for librarian:)l)ip . It ia to bo hoped that In tlie 
noxt few years tho focua and quality of tho literature will be different. 

I 

C. Concluaion 

Having thoroughly considered the issue of establishing an MLS equivalency 
•at the University of Connecticut Libraries, the Advisory Council on Evaluation 
and Promotion recommends that ^he MLS bo retained as the minimum educational 
requirement for appointment to or promotion withiti the University Librarian 
ranks. During the time tha% the ^uncil has been researching and discussing 
the issue, there have been further modifications made to the University 
Library Specialist category. If the perceived problems which precipitated the 
issue of equivalent degrees still persist, we urge the Library Administration 
to explore other avenues for remedying the problems. Until such time as the 
results of the American Library Association's inquiry into equivalencies are 
made public and the results of the U^^iversity 's job classification study are ^ 
1^ known, the Advisory Council will not recommend modification of the minir.um 

educational requirement for the University Librarian ranks. 
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(Unpublinhed paper pronentcd to a Joint ALA/r;AA nennion of the ALA 
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(Cept. 1, 1977 ) : 17;^9-29. 
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' « . . . ' ' Appendix A 

V • ./ - ' 

WaVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT LIBRARY 

»* ' • 

\^ HISTORICAL HAMUSCRIPTS & ARCHIVES 

' ■ -A . . " ■ 

TOi Ilommn Steven* * 
FROIli Randall Jliner son 

DATEl. Bebruary 26, 1982 ' ^ * , 

RBl Requirements for Universlty'^Llbforlan Raiiks 

■ ' , . ' ■ ■ ' 

1 hereby request that the mlnlnioA educational requlrenent for the 
rank of University Librarian I in Historical Manuscripts d Archives be 
set as ''completion of an accredited graduate program in History, American 
Studies, or Archival Administration.*'. . 

When this department conducted a search for a professional archivist 
In 1981,.! asked you to explore the possibility of making the appointment ' 
at the rank of University Librarian I dr II, as would be done for otl^er 
library positions requiring a graduate)degree. Because the position did 
nof req^ulre a degree In "llbrarlanshlp or information science," and the 
successful candidate did not have such a degree, we were forced to hire 
a professional archivist under the rank heading "University Library 
Assistant III." 

1 would like to. request a careful review of this requirement that . 
University Librarian 1 candidates be considered solely on the basis of 
havln| a degree in "llbrarlahship.'' Professional positions In this 
departiaent require highly specialized subject expertise In order to 
evaluate, organTze, and provide reference service for archival materials*/ 
Archival materials are- entirely different from library materials and require 
unique treatment. The M.L.S. degree is neither necessary nor apjpropriate, 
unless accompanied by specif id archival study and advanced study of 
History. Increasingly, libraries — including, among, many others, Yale 
and Michigan — are recognizing this distiiictlon and opening the librarian 
ranks to archivists and others who have the appropriate professional 
educatlon^ln their fields. 

Professional staff members In Hlstbrical Manuscrip^ts & Archives . 
should not be treated as "secpn^ class citizens" because their graduate 
training does not fall within the narrow- Constraints on Library Science. 
This requlrdncnt is particularly objectionable because there is no 
possibility for promotion beyond the rank of ULA HI. We are tlius fprced"^ 
to hire young (or older), energetic pK'of essio"?! archivists into a dead 
end Job classlf Icatiqn. Thlis is likely to have a detrimental effect on 
our future ability to attract aad keep the best possible candidates for 
archivial ppsltlons. 

;|n light of this, 1 strongly urge a full review of this requirement 
by th^mdvlsory Council on Evaluation and Promotion In the coming months* 
At the very least, I should be allowed to argue the merits of this case 
before my peers. I would hope that you vlll recommend such a review. 



cc. Ellen Eiabardo, ACEP 
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March 17, 1982 



Ms. Marie Clark ♦ * , . ; 

Government Publications Department 
University Library ^ 

Dear Marie: * . . 

This letter is. intended to attempt t^o fclarify the issue relating to the 
criteria for appointment to or promotion within the University Librarian^ 
ranks in respect to the present absolute requirement of a MLS degree, |et 
me emphasize that I fully endorse the rol6 of .the present staff iri^ those ranks 
and the. Advisory Council in establishing criteria' subject to, administrative 
review and approval within the University Library and the University. While 
^ I do have a particular view on the issue, which I will be happy to share with 
the Council at a later date, my primary intention at this point- is simply to 
attempt to identify more clearly the issues which I fee! the Council should 
address, ' - 

In a broader sense the whole issue of equivalency based on work experi- 
ence and of minimum qualification^ for appfointmerit to the University Librarian 
rank's probably should be addressed at some point. As you examine the lH:era- 
ture I am sure that you will find considerable discussion df that point. Many 
of the questions raised by those issues relate to affirmative action aji^..l-aaual 
opportunity and it may well be that we will need to consider those issues at 
" some point. But for the present, at least, the issue is. a somewhat narroweJ^ 
one. ' ■ : 

Specifically the question is whether or not there are, or may be, positions 
within the University Libraries whose duties and responsibilities are such that 
they are In accord with the , qualities desired in librarians of all ranks and 
those specifically delineated for the various ranks, beginning with that of 
^.University Librarian I, but for which other educational qualifications might 
be substituted for the present minimum educational xequirjsment of completion 
of an accredited graduate program in librarianship or information science. 

Without -attempting' to suggest new or alternative language let me at least 
support the particular problems that '"should be considered. < J 

(1) Are there departments within the.library where duties^are such that 
they meet the other criteria in all respects but for which a master's degree 
ixi a subject field, or other ^specialized training, cbuld be accepted as the , 
.equivalent of the MLS? ^ 



Ms,. Marie Clark . . , 

Page '2 

March 17, 1982 

(2) Are there specif ic jobs, within the University Library, either 
presently established or contemplated, in which the assignments are such that 
they again fully meet all other criteria but for which a master 's degree in 

a subject field, or other specialized training, could be accepted as the 
equivalent of the MES? 

(3) ^Without assuming that in any and every case a master's degree in a 
subject field would be accepted as the equivalent of an MLS can a dist'inction . 
be made, on the basis of the job assignment or the department, between those 
cases where such a d(5gree,^or specialized training, can be accepted as a 
valid equivalent? 

(4) Will the pool of potential applicants for certain kinds of positions, or 
in certain departments, be unduly restricted if we. require an MLS in addition 

to a subject master's degree, or specialized training? 

(5) If consideration is to be given to accepting a subject master's 
degree, or specialized training, as the equivalent of the MLS in certain 
departments or for certain positions, can a particular degree, or degrees, 
or a particular kind of specialized training, be clearly identified as an 
appropriate criteria? ' - 

(6) Can the entire matter be described and defined clearly enough so 
that if in certain departments or for certain positions an equivalervcy is 
established, a situation is not created in which questions and issues about 
the appropriateness of other degrees or experience for other positions are 
raised? " 

(7) Can the matter be described accurately and adequately enough in 
the criteria so that decisions are automatic and well understood rather than 
having to be reached on an ad hoc basis? 

Please let me know if I :,can do anything more to clarify (or confuse) 
the issue. 



NDS:sm 



Sincerely, 



Norman Stevens 
University Librarian 
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THii; UNIViiRSITY OF OONNECTICUT LIDilARY 
APillL a, 19i32 . 

♦ > 

TO: All professional librarians 

PfiDMi Advisory Coiincil on Evaluiition and Promotion of Professional 
Librarians (1981-19^2) , _ 



SUBJECT: April 13, 1982 meeting agenda 



Dear Colleagues: 



Here, is the propdsed agenda for the April 13, all-librarian 
meeting beginning 9:3P a.m« (refreshments at 9:15) in the Library 
Seminar Room, P-108. - , 



I: 



III. 



Report of this year's Council work not requiring changes in the P>S>R> 
form or Criteria. Estimated time: 2O-'30 minutes) ^ 



A. 



C. 



history of ACE? meeting (Feb.) with Richard Schiimnelpfeng, Mary 
Thatcher, Marian Rol3.in, Jdhn Jensen & this year's Council, 
discussing: 

1. backgrouuKj to formation of ACEP 

2. role of ACEP 

3. parallel structm-e of ACEP recommenaations reaching Korman 
Stavens at the same time as departmental recommendations 

4. role of personal knowledge in promotional deliberations 

ACEP notebo.ok & disposition of ACEP files 

number of candidates this year, including one "speeded-up" 
promotion last summer 

UCPEA letter - ragarding promotional raises 
review of Library administrators 
disposition of promotional filgs 



Changes in P.S.R. & Criteria. Estimated time: 1^ hour. Please see 
previous mailing ^ . 

Specialists & M^.S. equivalency/ Estimated time? 20-30 minutes. 



Should the meeting take longer than the allotted two hours, it 
may be necessary to scheduile an additional meeting, rather than extending 
the meeting much beyond 11:30. 

See you all on Tuesday. , ' 



EKLC 
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1 4 SincerelAr,- 

Ellen E, Embardo, 
■ Chair 
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UNIVETISITY OF COnNECTICUT LIBIUnY 



Mny 18, 1982 



Mr. Norman D. Stevens 
University Librarian 
University Library 

Dear Mr. Stevens: 

» * ■ 

This"* is in response to your letter 'of March 17, 1982 to the Advisory Council 
on Evaluation and Promotion and to previous disct^ssions you have had with the 
Council regarding the criteria for appointment to or promotion within the*Univ-' 
ersity Librarian ranks in^ respect to the present absolute, requirement of an 
MLS degree. ' 

As you are aware, at the April 13 ACEP annual meeting with the professional 
librarians, it was the conclusion of those present that ACEP should make such 
a recommendation to you after ACEP has discussed the issue with the professional 
librarians on the staff. Since the present Colincil expires at the end of May, 
those on the Council felt such a r^ecommendation should be postponed until the 
new Council, which convenes in June, has had sufficient time to thoroughly 
explore the issue. Present Council members wntsi will continue to serve on the 
next Council anticipate that a recommendation either to change, or not to 
change, the present criteria requiring an MLS degree for the Librarian ranks 
should be forthcoming to you from the Council by the end of September 1982. 
This should give all new Council members ample time to acquaint themselves with 
the issue and to solicit input and ^discussion from Library staff. 

If you anticipate any problems with this time-table, or should you have additional 
information or comments you wish to share with the Council regarding this issue,' 
please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

J^eJ^ J. 

Ellen E. Embardo, Chair 
Advisory Council on Evaluation 
and Promotion 




cc: Randall Jimerson 

^ Historical Manuscripts and Archives 
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Appondlx V, 

rilK IINlVKU^l'l'Y OF CONNMCTICIJT LIMUAIIY. 
July 6, VjQ'^ 

All I'rofoouioruil Librariarui 

Mi* 

Fainola ^• Hkinnor 

Chair, Advisory Council on Evaluation and Promotion 

Prooont nbaolulo roquiromont of an MLG dofjroo lor appointment to 
University Librarian ronka 

In 1980-1^81 and in V98I-I982, the Advioory Council on Evaluation and Promotion 
has been roqueoted by Norman Stovonot the University Librarian, to address the . 
jissue of whether or not the present criteria, which require an MLS dpgree for 
appointment to the Librarian ranks, should be chan^d to allow the substitution 
of other oducational qualifications (an '*MLS equivalency") for appointment to 
thoDO ranks.» Since this issue addresses major policy and personnel practices 
within thic Library, it is obviously not an issue that should be decided, case 
by'case, on an ad l|oc basis. Accordingly, *for the past two years, Mr, Stevens 
has sought the Council's advico and recommendations, not on the particular cases 
at hand, but on the broader issue of whether, within the University Libraries, 
other educational qualifications — such as a master's degree in a subject field 
or other specialized training— can be accepted as the equivalent of the MLS in 
Appointment to the University Librarian ranks. 

The Advisory Council which concluded its tenure on May 31| 1982 tegan discussions 
of this matter in early March I982 preparatory to forwarding to Mr. Stevens their 
recommendations. That Council felt that it would not have sufficient time to 
thoroughly explore the issue and charged the new Council, commencing June 1, 1982f 
to continue its discussions and to forward its recommendations to Mr. Stevens by 
September 30, 1982. 

The Council is obviously aware that its recommendations will affect all University 
Librarians within the University of Connecticut Libraries. The Council is also 
aware that the issue of the f^LS equivalency is one that is not confined exclusively 
to this library system but is an issue of concern and discussion within the library 
profession generally. 

Therefore, the Council is aslting that all interested University Librarians forward 
to the Council their written opinions on this issue. The Council would appreciate 
receipt of these written comments (iiddressed to myself. Reference Department, U-.5R) 
by July 21, I982 (excepting vacationing staff, who should forward their responses 
as soon as possible after that deadline). ACEP will then hold a meeting of all 
professional librarians to discuss these comments and other matters pertaining to 
the issue at hand on Wednesday, July 28 in the Conference Room (Administrative 
'Offices) at, 1:30-3:30 p.m. 

To inform itself more thoroughly about the issue of the MLS requirement vs. the MLS 
equivalency, arid to aid other professional librarians in the Library to inform 
thelhpelves of the issue, the Council: * . 

1) has collected pertinent professional literature on .the topic and 
has placed this material on resej^'ve in the University Library. 
(Librarians are Encouraged to contribute other relevant materials 
to ACEP for inclusion). A rel)resentalive sampling of this literature \ 
is being sent to each of the Regional Campus and ProfessipJml School 
libraries, ^ 



TO: . 
FUOM: 

SUBJECT! 



2) io DurvoyiriK job lintln^o for 1 i l»rarifinn in tho proroonional 1 itoraturo-*' 
, Amor lean IilhrHriott , Library Journal , Tho Chroniclo of Ili^^hoi^ Kchioation t 

and Collo/:o and Hotioaroli iiibrarion Nown' ''-to oolloot data on Ihouo librarioo 
^roquirinfj an MLS and thono accoptin/; an MLG equivalency. 

3) will bo contaotiuK particular jlibrarion by tolopbono and by Jottoir in 
order to annono tho viability of varioun poroonnol policioo and "MliS 
required" vo. "MLG equivalency" criteria. 



AU profonfiional librariann are ntrongly urf:od to road the matoriala available on 
reoorve prior to the July 28 rnootinf^. Appended to thio memo io a copy of a letter 
from Mr. Gteveno to the Council oo that all librarians can be aware of the iooueo 
and quoDtiono the Council muot addrooo in ito recommendationo to Mr. Stevene. 




attachment ^ 
cc: H. Stevens 
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Appondix V 



'riiio UNiVKiiDirv of cofiNi'xrricirp MniiAitY 

TO: All rroloiiulotuil labr/iri/uui 

KIlOMi Pamola A. IJkinnov , 

Chair, Advinory Courioil on KvaUuilion and rromolion ^' . 

tJUDJBCT: Fdniponomonl of the July 28, 1!^02 moolin/c on tho prooont abnoluto 

roquiromont of an MLS do^roo for appointmont to Univoroity Librarian 
rankD 

♦ . ■ 

Due to unavoidable ci rcnmotancon, tho moetinf: Bchodulod for July 28, 1:3C>-3:30 on 
Iho MLS equivalency ionuo muot bo pootponod until a later date. The now date: 
Wcdnooday, Au/^^s^ 23, 1Q:QO-12;QO a«ni# , in the Conference Room ( Adminiotrative 
Offices) • bince the meetin/; will not take place for another month and since very 
f^w written commontB have been received to da^e, we are also extending the deadline 
fo^=written comment to August 20. 

We very much regret any inconvenience this postponement of tho meeting may cause 
and hope you will be able to attend on the new date. 

attachment: miggested reading— '^Minimum Qualifications for Librarian^: What are, 
the Issues?" » ' 
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TIIK KNIVKIIMTY OV CONNKCTl CUT IJllllAHy 



iiNrvKiir.iTY umiAitY r.i'Kci AU.-rr 

1 

V 

^ ' :Jcptombor U, 198^? 

The rank of Univ<Tr:jily l.lbrary opoolaliat in cut'rnrjt.ly unod Tot' thonc 
poaitionn for which an M.A., Ph.D., or othor npocializod training of a 
formal nature diroctly relevant to a ponltion, la apoclflcally required 
and i« eaaential to the porforniance of the dutieu aaalgned to that position. 

Norman D. Stevenff 

University librarian 

- > 

NDS:cbr . ' . 
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